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ABSTRACT : This study analyzed the recognition of local residents surrounding farmland conversion area. The details of the survey

on the residents included recognition of farmland conversion, the usage and reason of farmland conversion in the surrounding area,

impacts of farmland conversion on the local region and agricultural production, and change in farmland prices. According to the

analysis, the aging of the local residents progressed, and the ratio of farming population was high in the case study area. There were

many warchouse facilities and small scale factories in terms of farmland conversion in the case study area, due to the surrounding

area characteristics of industrial complex and relatively cheaper land prices. The farmland conversion affected the local area and

residents both positively and negatively, and the surrounding area's land prices rose. The policy implications, based on the findings
in this study, indicate the following need to be carried out: the consolidation of action on farmland pollution upon farmland

conversion, review of planned collective conversion mode, and return of the land price hike profits to the affected local area and

residents. Actually, farmland conversion should be conducted, after a comprehensive and systematic review, because it affects the

local area and residents in a complex way.
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Figure 1. Location of target region



FHE) BYHAT Ll 2 AT B4
Aoz &3 olegrt HEZE nigd == 238
ot 1914 B4 7o HFol e &
, BEE, 248, 4k, dE 495E
(=)ol HY=H AT T34, 2011).
A AR A 9Q1 3te], T, TFHlE, 898l F
AdirE 147440, FRAFTE 3,185HoE o]F
I27 1,7649, A7) 1421802 FAEY ok 1
g3 ) B s7E F 52280, A5 o A,
71e}, #52] o] Atk Table 1).

ZAF A9 F7A B EEZE 2230, 2y
T9727] 7230, B3 #HEr] 398, FAHE =X
279t HAsta Aok ZEla 2012 A 55 40

=

fil 3@

2 o

go] 7IEARS E 35,000, SIA] 1,000, B 700, HAa
5, B4 261, 3 267755 K THTable 2).

2. ZAPIRS}t M

A A He] ZAPRLE Table 33 Zrh A S-S
el 2stE, 7o, e, gggddA wAAE
O] o] RoJR] wwx g wwx7 wxx) x| 2R G 533
gt EX T AYF0S ggo s stk AT
201313 8¢ 10¥HE 9€9 5U7A] o] FojH Tt A&
e sigele] dvrd AY, AHGFRE Yo R g I
A EA, sAALT AEA, ALAY, FHAY
2789 S50} FAolfr, FA AL GG, 73|

Lol oft ]

&g, FA7HAe] W3l AHEAY TPt mR

Table 1. Households and population of 4 ri (villages) in Bongdong-eup (2012)

(Unit: N, m)
. Number of Number of Total Number of
Classify Households Farmhouse Population Male Female
Eunha-ri 370 172 815 420 395
Guam-ri 167 103 369 201 168
Population Gumi-ri 302 148 678 351 327
Yongam-ri 635 99 1,323 792 531
Total 1,474 522 3,185 1,764 1,421
Classify Fields Paddies Fruit Growing Other Total
Eunha-ri 325,963.67 737,034.58 7,156.00 2,276.50 1,072,430.75
Guam-ri 310,604.10 608,293.98 - 1,025.00 919,923.08
C?Zflzry Gumi-ri 134,864.58 850,082.36 - 4887133 1,033,818.27
Yongam-ri 135,655.56 379,3771.87 14,710.00 16,786.00 546,529.43
Total 907,087.91 2,574,788.79 21,866.00 68,958.83 3572701.53

%*Source: The data provided by the Agricultural Development Technology Center do Wanju-Gun.

Table 2. Present status of agricultural machines and livestock breeding in the target region (2012)

(Unit: units, heads)

Classify Tractor Cultivator Rice transplanter Combine Farm Dryer
master
Eunha-ri 16 94 27 6 45 42
Aericultural Guam-ri 14 46 15 3 42 68
ghieuiura Gumiri 12 64 12 3 18 18
Machine -
Yongam-ri 11 28 7 4 16 16
Total 223 723 176 55 398 279
Classify Chicken Pig Beekeeping Goat Dairy cattle Korej;ﬂr; ative
Eunha-ri - - 600 - - 80
Livestock Guam-ri - 1,000 - 188 147
vestoe Gumii - - 100 5 73 40
Farming -
Yongam-ri 35,000 - - - - -
Total 35,000 1,000 700 5 261 267

%*Source: The data provided by the Agricultural Development Technology Center do Wanju-Gun.
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Table 3. Investigation summary of target area

Classify Contents

Wanju-Gun Bongdong-eup(Eunha-ri, Guam-ri, Gumi-ri, Yongam-ri)
***.6, et al, Eunha-ri, Bongdong-eup, Wanju-gun, Jeollabuk-do, Korea
Research area **%k.2, et al, Guam-ri, Bongdong-eup, Wanju-gun, Jeollabuk-do, Korea
**%_7, et al, Gumi-ri, Bongdong-eup, Wanju-gun, Jeollabuk-do, Korea
**_1, et al, Yongam-ri, Bongdong-eup, Wanju-gun, Jeollabuk-do, Korea

Survey period 10/08/2013 - 05/09/2013

The characteristics of respondents, Experience in farmland conversion, Degree of local residents'
perception on the farmland conversion system, Conversion plans of farmland owners among local
residents, Purpose of fields in the surrounding area or farmland conversion near the villages, Main
reason of farmland conversion, Level of perception on the Influence of farmland conversion, Positive
and negative influence of farmland conversion, Level of help to the revitalization of local economy
created by the farmland conversion, Direct damage or benefit of farmland conversion, Price of
farmland in the region per pyeong for recent 10 years, Land price changes at the time of changing
land category due to farmland conversion, Adverse Influence of farmland conversion on adjacent
farmlands or agricultural production, Influence of farmland conversion on natural environment and
landscape, Level of conflict with residents or disharmony created by the farmland conversion, etc.

Contents of Survey

Survey method face to face interview

Analysis materials Total investigators 67(Survey analysis 61)
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Table 4. The characteristics of respondents
(Unit: N, %)

Classify Eunha-ri Guam-ri Gumi-ri Yongam-ri Total
Gender Male 15( 78.9) 10( 52.6) 6( 60.0) 9( 69.2) 40( 65.6)
Female 4( 21.1) 9( 47.4) 4( 40.0) 4( 30.8) 21( 34.4)
Under 40 1( 5.3) - 5( 50.0) 3(23.1) 9( 14.7)
40~50 1( 5.3) - - 1 7.7 2( 33)
Age 50~60 5( 26.3) 1( 5.3) 2( 20.0) 2( 15.4) 10( 16.4)
60~70 10( 52.6) 5( 26.3) 3( 30.0) 7( 53.8) 25( 41.0)
More than 70 2( 10.5) 13( 68.4) - - 15( 24.6)
Professional Farm 17( 89.5) 17( 89.4) 4( 40.0) 6( 46.1) 44( 72.2)
. Employ - 1( 5.3) 2( 20.0) - 3( 49
Occupation
Self-employ 2( 10.5) - - 4( 30.8) 6( 9.8)
Other - 1( 5.3) 4( 40.0) 3( 23.1) 8( 13.1)
Total 19(100.0) 19(100.0) 10(100.0) 13(100.0) 61(100.0)
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(Unit: m*)
. . . . Total
Classify Eunha-ri Guam-ri Gumi-ri Yongam-ri (Average)
Paddies 5,950.4 5,821.5 5,950.4 3,140.5 5,674.1
Owned farmland Fields 3,394.7 2,668.1 2,644.6 1,619.8 2,780.5
(Average) Orchard 6,611.6 - - - 6,611.6
Other 165.3 - - - 165.3
Farmland Tenancy .
Paddies - 7,933.9 7,272.7 6,611.6 7,272.7
(Average)
Farmland lease Paddies - - 39,669.4 32232 10,5124
(Average) Fields - - 6,611.6 5,124.0 5,619.8
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Table 6. Experience in farmland conversion
(Unit: N, %)
Classify Eunha-ri Guam-ri Gumi-ri Yongam-ri Total
Yes 3( 15.8) 1( 10.0) 2( 154) 6( 9.8)
No 19(100.0) 16( 84.2) 9( 90.0) 11( 84.6) 55( 90.2)
Total 19(100.0) 19(100.0) 10(100.0) 13(100.0) 61(100.0)
Table 7. Degree of local residents' perception on the farmland conversion system Uit: N, %)
nit: , /0
Classify Eunha-ri Guam-ri Gumi-ri Yongam-ri Total
Is quite aware. 2( 10.5) 3( 18.9) - - 5C 9.1)
The little I know. 6( 31.6) 1( 63) 2( 22.2) 4( 36.4) 13( 23.6)
I was listening 6( 31.6) 3( 18.7) 2(22.2) 3(27.3) 14( 25.5)
I do not know. 5( 26.3) 9( 56.3) 5( 55.6) 4( 36.4) 23( 41.8)
Total 19(100.0) 16(100.0) 9(100.0) 11(100.0) 55(100.0)
Table 8. Conversion plans of farmland owners among local residents .
(Unit: N, %)
Classify Eunha-ri Guam-ri Gumi-ri Yongam-ri Total
Yes 2( 10.5) 1( 5.9) - - 3( 59
No 13( 68.4) 13( 76.5) 4( 80.0) 10(100.0) 40( 78.4)
I will review in the future. - 1( 20.0) - 1 20
I do not know. 4 21.1) 3( 17.6) - - 7( 13.7)
Total 19(100.0) 17(100.0) 5(100.0) 10(100.0) 51(100.0)
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Table 9. Purpose of fields in the surrounding area or farmland conversion near the villages (Multiple responses)

(Unit: N, %)
Classify Eunha-ri Guam-ri Gumi-ri Yongam-ri Total
a detached house 2( 7.1 2( 7.5 1C 7.7 1( 5.3) 6( 6.9)
Neighborhood facilty - - 2( 154 1( 5.3) 3( 35)
storage facility 13( 46.5) 13( 48.1) 7( 53.8) 9( 47.3) 42( 48.3)
automobile-related 2( 7.1 1 3.7 - 1( 5.3) 4( 4.6)
Small-scale industries 4( 14.3) 5( 18.5) 2( 15.4) 5( 26.3) 16( 18.4)
Public & publicly used facilities 3( 10.7) 3( 11.1) 1C 7.7 - 7( 8.0)
Other 4( 14.3) 3( 11.1) - 2( 10.5) 9( 10.3)
Total 28(100.0) 27(100.0) 13(100.0) 19(100.0) 87(100.0)
Table 10. Main reason of farmland conversion at the surrounding area
(Unit: N, %)
Classify Eunha-ri Guam-ri Gumi-ri Yongam-ri Total
This is because the price is cheaper than other
local farmland. 18( 94.7) 7( 36.8) 4( 40.0) 2( 154) 31( 50.8)
It is convenient for transportation. - 1( 5.3) - 2( 154) 3( 49
Close to the city. - 2( 10.5) 1( 10.0) 3(23.1) 6( 9.8)
Only a lot easier because the surrounding farmland. - 1( 53) 1( 10.0) - 2( 3.3)
This i icultural tion is 1
is is because agricu tural production is low 1 53) 3( 15.8) 4( 40.0) 3( 3.0 11( 18.1)
income.
Other - 5( 26.3) - 3( 23.0) 8( 13.1)
Total 19(100.0) 19(100.0) 10(100.0) 13(100.0) 61(100.0)
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Table 11. Level of perception on the Influence of farmland conversion on the region

(Unit: N, %)
Classify Eunha-ri Guam-ri Gumi-ri Yongam-ri Total
There is no significant impact. - 4( 21.1) - 5( 38.4) 9( 14.7)
This positive effect is larger. 8( 42.1) 3( 15.8) 1( 10.0) 3(23.1) 15( 24.6)
This negative effect is greater. 4( 21.1) I( 52) 2( 20.0) - 7( 11.5)
Is similar. 5( 26.3) 4( 21.1) 7( 70.0) 2( 15.4) 18( 29.5)
The only negative effects. 2( 10.5) 1( 52) - - 3( 49
The only positive effect. - 2( 10.5) - 2( 15.4) 4( 6.6)
I do not know. - 4( 21.1) - 1( 7.7 5( 82)
Total 19(100.0) 19(100.0) 10(100.0) 13(100.0) 61(100.0)
Table 12. Positive and negative influence of farmland conversion on the surrounding area
(Unit: N, %)
Classify Eunha-ri Guam-ri Gumi-ri Yongam-ri Total
The creation of jobs. 2( 10.5) 4( 21.1) 2( 20.0) - 8( 13.2)
The income opportunity occurred. - - 1( 10.0) - 1( 1.6)
Positive The population influx. 2( 10.5) 1( 10.0) 4( 30.8) 7( 11.5)
influence The rise in land prices. 13( 68.5) 12( 63.1) 3( 30.0) 6( 46.1) 34( 55.7)
Actively in the development of
regional. 2( 10.5) 2( 10.5) 3( 30.0) 3( 23.1) 10( 16.4)
Other - 1( 5.3) - - 1( 1.6)
Farmland area decreased 2( 10.5) 1( 5.3) - 3( 23.1) 6( 9.8)
Increasing pollution of farmland 6( 31.6) 7( 36.8) 4( 40.0) 1( 7.7) 18( 29.5)
Negative Destruction of the natural landscape 9( 47.3) 9( 47.3) 4( 40.0) 8( 61.5) 30( 49.2)
influence Creating friction and discomfort
among residents 1( 5.3) 1( 53) 2( 20.0) 1 7.7) 5( 82)
Other 1( 5.3) 1( 5.3) - - 2( 3.3)
Total 19(100.0) 19(100.0) 10(100.0) 13(100.0) 61(100.0)
A0 2%l HAFow AASH P AuIE B 3+= Table 13, Figure 29 2t} 344 52 A7
aP3 FAede) FUE R dFor Ay A, HFAFT, A A% Foldw, 1 aRRE o
AN 7ke] =3 BEXZHAY] s AHSAH 53] 23t
AFA o] AL A F FAH, BgH Qe Z2Er1ee fRTred AERAGE AT
Table 13. Positive and negative influences of farmland conversion from the surrounding area
Classify Eunha-ri Guam-ri Gumi-ri Yongam-ri
Type of Research complex, Small Factory & Industrial
. Factory Auto Industry complex, Auto Industry,
business bread factory
Positive Cold warehouse
Creating job, Rise in land Rise in land prices,
effect prices, image-building Creating job Creating job Creating job, Agricultural
,Profit Returning Storage
Lodging industry,
Tyge of Solar power, Junk shop, Junk shop, Small Factory &  Industrial Chemical plant
business Cattle shed, Sanatorium plant complex, Meat
Negative pr.ocessmg
. Crime area,
Destruction of the natural . . .
. Noise, Contamination & Noise,
effect landscape, Noise, Bad . .. Bad smell
L. Pollution Bad smell & Decline in
smell, Decline in image .
image
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(KIST of Eunha-ri)

(Farmland conversion opposite of Eunha-ri)

a. Positive farmland conversion cases

b. Negative farmland conversion cases

Figure 2. Positive and negative farmland conversion cases
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Table 14. Level of help to the revitalization of local economy created by the farmland conversion in the surrounding area

(Unit: N, %)
Classity Eunha-ri Guam-ri Gumi-ri Yongam-ri Total
Very much so. 1( 5.3) 1( 5.3) 1( 10.0) 2( 15.4) 5( 8.2)
Yes. 11( 57.9) 9( 47.3) 5( 50.0) 7( 53.8) 32( 52.4)
Not so. 4( 21.0) 2( 10.5) 1( 10.0) 2( 154) 9( 14.8)
It is very true. - 1( 53) - - 1( 1.6)
I do not know. 3( 15.8) 6( 31.6) 3( 30.0) 2( 15.4) 14( 23.0)
Total 19(100.0) 19(100.0) 10(100.0) 13(100.0) 61(100.0)
Table 15. Direct damage or benefit of farmland conversion to the surrounding area
(Unit: N, %)
Classify Eunha-ri Guam-ri Gumi-ri Yongam-ri Total
Suffered the damage. - 3( 15.8) 3( 30.0) - 6( 9.9
Benefited. 1( 53) - - - 1( 1.6)
There was no harm or benefit. 18( 94.7) 16( 84.2) 7( 70.0) 13(100.0) 54( 88.5)
Total 19(100.0) 19(100.0) 10(100.0) 13(100.0) 61(100.0)
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Table 16. Price of farmland in the region per pyeong for recent 10 years (average)
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(Unit: won, %)

Classify Eunha-ri Guam-ri Gumi-ri Yongam-ri Total
2002(A) 52,105.3 52,500.0 43,000.0 41,250.0 49,479.2
2012(B) 145,315.8 123,750.0 136,666.7 205,000.0 146,959.2
B/A(%) 35.9 42.4 31.5 20.1 33.7

Table 17. Land price changes at the time of changing land category due to farmland conversion

(Unit: N, %)

Classify Eunha-ri Guam-ri Gumi-ri Yongam-ri Total
Did not change. - 3( 15.8) 2( 20.0) - 5( 82)
Rose 2 to 3 times. 14( 73.7) 16( 84.2) 7( 70.0) 12( 92.3) 49( 80.3)
Rose 3 to 5 times. 5( 26.3) - 1( 10.0) 1 7.7 7( 11.5)
Total 19(100.0) 19(100.0) 10(100.0) 13(100.0) 61(100.0)
Table 18. Influence of farmland conversion on adjacent farmlands or agricultural production
(Unit: N, %)
Classify Eunha-ri Guam-ri Gumi-ri Yongam-ri Total
There is no significant impact. - 8( 42.1) - 4( 30.8) 12( 19.7)
This positive effect is larger. 2( 10.5) 1( 5.3) 2( 20.0) - 5( 8.2)
This negative effect is large. 6( 31.6) 2( 10.5) 4( 40.0) 4( 30.8) 16( 26.2)
Is similar. 3( 15.8) 4( 21.0) 2( 20.0) 3( 23.0) 12( 19.7)
The only negative effects. 7( 36.8) - 1( 10.0) - 8( 13.1)
The only positive effect. 1( 53) 1( 5.3) - 1C 7.7 3( 49
I do not know. - 3( 15.8) 1( 10.0) 1( 7.7) 5( 82)
Total 19(100.0) 19(100.0) 10(100.0) 13(100.0) 61(100.0)
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Table 19. Adverse Influence of farmland conversion on adjacent farmlands or agricultural production
(Unit: N, %)
Classify Eunha-ri Guam-ri Gumi-ri Yongam-ri Total
Interference  with agricultural operations - 4( 21.0) 1( 10.0) - 5( 8.2)
Contamination of agricultural water and
farmland 14( 73.7) 11( 57.9) 5( 50.0) 9( 69.2) 39( 63.9)
Promotion of farmland conversion - - 1( 10.0) 2( 154 3( 49
Create discomfort and reduced motivation
farming 4( 21.0) 3( 15.8) 3( 30.0) 1C 7.7 11( 18.1)
Other 1( 53) 1( 53) - 1( 7.7 3( 4.9)
Total 19(100.0) 19(100.0) 10(100.0) 13(100.0) 61(100.0)
Table 20. Influence of farmland conversion on natural environment and landscape
(Unit: N, %)
Classify Eunha-ri Guam-ri Gumi-ri Yongam-ri Total
Was worse. 13( 68.4) 6( 31.6) 5( 50.0) 11( 84.6) 35( 57.4)
Was very bad. 2( 10.5) 2( 10.5) - - 4( 6.5
Is unchanged. 3( 15.8) 9( 47.3) 4( 40.0) 1( 7.7 17( 27.9)
Was good. 1( 5.3) 1( 53) 1( 10.0) - 3( 49
Was very good. - - - - -
I do not know. - 1( 53) - 1 7.7 2( 3.3)
Total 19(100.0) 19(100.0) 10(100.0) 13(100.0) 61(100.0)

Table 21. Level of conflict with residents or disharmony created by the farmland conversion in the surrounding area

(Unit: N, %)

Classify Eunha-ri Guam-ri Gumi-ri Yongam-ri Total
Very much so. - 1( 5.2) - - 1( 1.6)
Yes 11( 57.8) 6( 31.6) 4( 40.0) 6( 46.1) 27( 44.3)
Not so. 4( 21.1) 3( 15.8) 3( 30.0) 3(23.1) 13( 21.3)
It is very true. - 3( 15.8) 1( 10.0) - 4( 6.6)
I do not know. 4( 21.1) 6( 31.6) 2( 20.0) 4( 30.8) 16( 26.2)
Total 19(100.0) 19(100.0) 10(100.0) 13(100.0) 61(100.0)
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